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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
FOR THe NINTA CIRCUIT 
METLOX MANUFACTURING COMPANY, 
Fetivloder, | 
Vv. No. 20n259 
NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD, 


Respondent. 


On Petition to Set Beside Pecisicnvand 
Order of the National Labor Relations Board 


PETITIONER'S OPENING BRIEF 


I 
JURISDICTION 

Tne National Labor Relations Board issued its 
Decision and Order herein dated July 12, 1965, finding peti- 
tioner guilty of unfair labor practices within the meaning 
6 Sections S(a)(1) and 8(a)(5) of the National Tabor 
Relations Act. This Court has jurisdiction to review the 
Board's Decision and Order upon petition of Metlox 
Manufacturing Company, a person aggrieved thereby. (29 tease 
C.A. § 160(f).) Such petition was filed August 12, 1965. 


ual 


CONCISE STATEMENT OF THE 
CASE AND QUESTIONS INVOLVED. 


1. Statemenuser was Case. 

The Union was certified as the ites ee bargaining 
representative of an appropriate unit of the Company's 
employees on June 11, 1963. (TXD,p. 3, lines 23-39.)+ 

On September 17, 1963, the Union filed a refusal-to- 
bargain charge against the Company (G.C. 1(i)); this charge 
was settled by a settlement agreement approved by the 
Regional Director on October 29, 196%. (G.C. 5.) 

There is no allegation in the complaint nor 
Gealrention by the General Coumsel that vanyeeonducy cieric 
Company since the October 29, 19603 settlement agreement 


constitutes a violation of the Act other than the Company's 


refusal "to furnish the Union with records and other 

probative material necessary for the Union to discharge 

Meo UNCuLONS as tle statutory bargainineereereseguative 

of the employees", and that by such conduct the Company 

refused to bargain in good faith. (TXD, p. 3, lines 25-22.) 
The issue of whether the Company refused to 

bargain with the Union prior to the October 29, 1963 


settlement agreement is pertinent only if it first is held 


ili 
“nxD" refers to the Trial Examiner's Decision, 
peecored by the Board. 


ick, the Company GCugaged in a refusal vo bares in 


following the settlement agreement. (TXD, p. 3, 
lines 14-19; p. 13, lines 40-62.) 

Duringsune negocietions, the Union requested 
information from the Company on @ multiplicity of 
matters: seniority, earnings of employees (including 
piece work rates), group insurance, time studies 
Geme by the Company in settling existing wace raves, 
ilemormation about laid=-ort employees; all ysuch 
mmeormation requested by the Union was supplied by 
the Company.. (TXD, p. 3, lines 36-41.) 

The information requested by the Union 
and supplied by the Company included employees' 
mininum base rates; top base rates; the Company's 
icy schedule for wage increases; existing fringe 
benefits (holidays, shift differentials, vacations, 
group insurance coverage); incentive rates for each 
MieOduct Manuractured, by department; poyarcl icra. 
scales as a percent of production; group insurance 
peemium report; group life insurance policy; the 
mewmod DY Waicn the incentive Stangards Were 
establisned; average hourly earnings of eacn 
employee; total earnings of each employee; hours 
worked by each employee; samples of the tnousands of 
statistics in connection with incentive rates (the 


Company offered to supply others, if the Union wished ) ; 


7 


iMect, Of lay-offs, wimether recalled and) if not, “why 


not; group health and accident experience for 1963; 
end standard data calculation sheets wellated to 
Mieoe rates. (Tr. py 197 limees - pal2ea ne iene isla) 

There is no contention that the Company was 
@ener than completely cooperative in Turmsisaimg time 
foregoing data and information requested by the Union 
ema, 25 noted, the Triel Examiner specifically sound 
that the Company supplied such information. (TXD, 
fe >, lines 36-41.) 

Tne union demanded awage inckease and 
Smmcer cost items (TXD, pl 3, Miner 4s G.cy ane 
p. 23, line 22 - p. 24, line 4). These were rejected 
by the Company on the ground that the Company could 
mot afford any increase on any cost @tem. (TXD, p. 4, 
lines 4-7.) 

Tne Company gave the Union a detailed analysis 
of the cost to the Company if the Union's demands were 
pe (TXD, p. 3, lime “ee- p. 4, lime 4) Gme, 210), 

p. 24, line 5 - p. 29, line 12; Resp. 1; Resp. 2) and 
also gave the Union the Company's profit end loss 
ewecements for 1961, 1962 and 1963. (xD, p. 4, 
Mines 15°65; G.c. 2(d), p. 203, lines™i2=25mc¢.c.4.) 
iilne ewan Ofmered Yoogive the Uditeme them eronet 

and loss statements for the past 10 years (G.C. 2(c), 
peed lines 1-5; p. 117, line 20 =joee113, 


line 4), but the Union only wanted them for 1961, 1962 and 


moos: (G2C. 2(e)s p. 118, lineé=5> - palo sine 5%) 

The 1961 profit and loss statement showed a profit 
of $29,966.26; the 1962 statement, a profit of $5,272.43; 
and the 1963. statement (through November 30, 1963), a loss 
eae! 597 00. ~~“ CEDy prods linemen cic 4S 

The annual cost of the Union's initiel demands was 


$218,118.00 (Resp. 1); the Union never reduced its demands 


bellow an annual cost of $68,022.00. (Resp. 2.) 


The Union wanted to examine the books of the 
Company to’ see if there was "poor management", or if there 
were any "deadheads" on the payroll, or if the assets of the 
@empany were being “bled". (@XD, p. 11, Dimes 30-35.) 

At the November 29, 1964 meeting, the Union 
complained that there must be poor management and that 
"there are many, many persons who are working there [i.e., 
at the Company] that are not necessary for the Company and 
maey are having the high salaries”. (GIG. 2b), on. 4y, 
imme 7 - p. 48, line 4.) 

At the December 18, 1903 meeting, the Union said 
it wanted the Company's books thrown open to find out "the 
salaries paid by the Company for their top echelon, who's 
on the payroll and why they're on", to find out “how much 
they get paid and why they get paid, if they have any job 
duties or if they are just on the job as deadheads" and to 


find out "what title they [i.e., management] carry, wnat 


ne 


25 


26 


woo they do, if tney arerdecadheads on the payroll, it's 

pust), Loadedeup tikewa ot of companiessudo, soreif «they "re 
actually performing a service for the Company". (G.C. 2(c), 
fe. 95, line 26 - poe94, line 20; p. 97; Lime 8 — pu 9ae 

line 2; p. 112, lines 18-25.) } 

At the February 14, 1964 meeting, the Union, 
although acknowledging that the boss's son-in-law does a 
"whale of a job for him", complained that there were too 
many people employed in the office (which is not part of 
the unit) and that there were "helpers helping helpers. I 
want to know why in the sam hill it is". (G.c. 2(f), 

p. 434, line 4 - p. 436, line 6.) At the same meeting, 
the Union said it realized that the Company was in a bad 
femancial position, but wanted to find out how ttecor cian 
wey. (G.C. 2(f), p. 441, line 24 - p. Hie, Time 13.) 

At the Marcn 13, 1954 meeting, when asked if it 
contended that the Company's financial statements were 
false, the Union made no such contention, but said "We 
want information for bargaining that -- relative to where 
the money was spent, who is loaded on the payroll, exactly 
Met went on". (G.C. 2(e), p. 502, Himes 1-6.) At the 
same meeting, the Union, acknowledging that the Company 
"owes a tremendous amount of money", suggested that some 


wwe. have 


money could be saved in the main office because 
help in that front office that are running over each other" 


and "we're making too many reports, too many breakage 


meOOruws, LOO Many thiswandm@unas and tmeVouser Gain: 


there are duplication of reports". (C.G. 2(g), p. 579, 
line 16 - p. 583, line 26.) 

Even though Union representatives admitted that 
they previously nad seen the Company's figures in prior 
years (G.C. 2(b), p. 85, lines 10-16), knew that the , 
Company was not in good financial shape (G.C. 2(f), p. wy, 
lines 15-18; G.C. 2(f), p. 429, lines 10-15), owed a 


"tremendous amount of money" (G.C. 2(g), p. 579, lines 16- 


21) and did not even have any money with which to buy 


lumber (G.C. 2(g), p. 584, line 22 - p. 585, line 3); the 
Union's attorney insisted that ea "detailed accounting” be 
made and that "substantiating information” be furnished to 
tae Union of the following items appearing siete eeiean, 
profit and loss statements (TXD, p. 5, lines 1-28): 

Netecelles=- less sales ve tscoumu. 

Factory and Shipping Wages 

Other Salaries and Wages 

Materials, Supplies, Expenses 

Advertising and Commissions 

Financial Expenses, Interest, Paccori ing 

Depreciation 

Despite the Union's admissions that it had seen 

moeweConpany's Tigures in prior ycarsmeange mews une cone 
Mes mOu in food financial snape, despite Laat the Unicnedid 


not contend thet the financial statements furnished by tne 


Company were false, and despite the continous assertion 


of the Union that it wanted the books thrown open so that 


the Union could pass judgment on whether there were any 


"Gdeadheads" on the office payroll, the Company offered to 


permit an examination of its books, subject only to the 
conditions that (1) the examination be in the Company's 
office (2) by a Certified Public Accountant chosen by the 
Union and approved by the Company (3) with the cost borne 
by the Union and (4) with the details of the Company's 


“financial records not to be disclosed to any third paruec- 


macluding the Union, except to advise the Wnteme ac wie: 
the Company's profit and loss statements were true. (TXD, 
pee>, line 30 - p. 6, line 23.) 

The Union agreed to each of the conditions, 
except for the contidentiality of the Comeamy Ss 1ocerecr 
pM, p. 6, linés 28-357) G.C. 3(e).) 

Thus, the “only significant difference between 
the Respondent [Company] and the Union is the extent to 
moeecmetne intormmatitem developed by thewacecemicaneein vile 
course of his examination of company records can be 
disclosed to the Union". (TXD, p. 9, lines 30-34.) 

ee Company's position on the examination of 
its books was fully set forth by February 15, 1964 ( EXae 
p. 6, line 39 - p. 7, line 45); the charge in this case 
was filed on March 2, 19604 (G.C. Be, 1(4)), but the strike 
ac not occur Until April 2, 196%) “(mp py. 13, 


, a 7 


lines 17-21.) 


As to thewsstrike, the Trial Examiner concluded 
that it was not an economic strike, but was an unfair 
labor practice strike caused by the Company's failure to 
bare its books. (TXD, p. 13, lines 1-34.) 

However, this conclusion by the Trial Examiner 
is not supported by the testimony of the only witness who 
testified as to the reasons for the strike. This witness 


was Mrs. Riley, the Union's Financial Secretary, who 


' testified as a witness for the General Counsel. 


Mrs. Riley, on direct examination, testimied that 


after (not before) the strike had occurred, the Union 


representatives explained ex post facto to the employees 
("so they would know about it") why they had struck, and 
listed the reasons as stalling tactics, refusal to bargain, 
unfair labor practices and Mr. Shaw's complete ignoring of 
the Union. (Tr. p. 167, lines 5-18.) 

As to the situation belonesthem@eerike Mrs. hime 
testified on cross-examination that "money . . . probably 
was the basic concern with the people" (Tr. p. 172, 
imines 7-8) and that (Tr. p. 175, limes 6-15): 

A: "\). . at practically every 

meeting, Mr. Rail [the Union agent ] 

assured us that more than likely we 

could settle this without a strike. 


He didn't feel that it would come 


, ant 


down to the coin’ of Having a Strive.” 


Q: "Did he say -- settle what, 

did he say?" 

A: "Basically, a good working 

contract for the people." 

Mrs. Riley also testified on cross-examine @ om 
that, as the strike date approached, the employees "pretty 
well knew by that time in our minds” that "we were not 
going to receive our 35 cents an hour that we asked for" 
(ir. p. 177, line 24 - p. 176) Vine 7). “Skevalco tectum 
that "at all the subsequent meetings,” Mr. Rail said that 
the matter could be settled "very easily without a strike" 
if such requests as wages, vacation pay, holidays, 
seniority, job security and insurance were met. (Tr. p. 


180, lines 4-12.) 


Cece cumons Mmvollved . 

a. Was it a refusal to bargain for 
the Company, althougn providing all otner 
information requested by the Union and 
Cfrering tO permiy aa UNbes treicwedee na mL 
Gr wes HOOKS, tO remwse LO permet 
the details thereof to be disclosed to 
the wUnion woere thewWiiiien Cpresaly 
wanted the information in order to 


Pass) jucgement on tne ert tedleme, oi 


management and on whether there were 


any "deadheads" on the office payroll? 


Answer: No. 


D. ‘Sice tee employees Sumtck co 


obtain a good working contract, did 


the ex post facto explanations of the 


union representatives cenvert the 


strike into an unfair labor practice 
Strike answer: salios 

c. Did the Company violate the 
October 29, 1964 settlement agreement? 


Answer: No. 


Tif 
OPECIFICATION OF ERRORS 

1. dt was error for the Trial’ pxagine: and rue 
Board to conclude that the Company did not bargain in good 
faith (TXD, p. 12, lines 37-43; p. 14, lines 35-38); | 

2. it was error for the Trial Examiner and ome 
i@erd tO conclude that the strike was eateee by Unter 
Habor practices of the Company (TXD, p. 13, lines 29-34; 
p. 14, lines 40-42); | 

>. Ltewas error forgihesieialeaaminer and the 
Board to conclude that the Company vilelated toe Octoper 29; 
#965 settlement agreement (TXD, p. 23, lines 40-43; vp. 14, 
lines 44-46.) : 


=) a) 


IV 


SINC THE COMPANY AGREED 

TO AN UNRESTRICTED AUDIT 

OF PTS BOOKS, IT WAS NOT 

A REFUSAL TO BARGAIN FOR 

THE COMPANY TO INSIST UPON 
THE CONFIDENTIALITY OF 
INFORMATION WHICH THE UNION 
WANTED SO AS TO PASS UPON 
THR BRRICIENCY OF THE MANAGE- 
MENT AND SO AS TO DSTARMINE 


WHETHER TH2RE WERE ANY 
"DEADHEADS" ON THE OFFICE 
PAYROLL. 

Here, the Company supplied the Union with profit 
and loss statements for 1961, 1962 and 1963, offered to 
supply profit and loss statements for the past lO years | 
(this offer was refused by the Union), and agreed to an | 
Mieestricted audit of its books to substanugiake tae promis | 
and loss statements. This meets the test of good faith | 


bargaining in every way. (National Labor Relations Board 


pmbrouitt Manufacturing Co., 351 U.S. W494 152-154, 100 1. 


ed. 1027, 1032 (1956); Fruit & Vegetable Packers v. National | 
Labor Relations Board, 316 F.2d 389, 390-391 (D.C. Cir. | 
1963) .) | 


As the Board said in Yakima Frozen Foods, 130 


PT 


NLRB No. 128, 47 LRRM 1472, 1473-1474 (1961), affirmed 
Mowe, and Vereveblewrackors, “supra, = 


"The relevant rule of law, 
as emunciated by the Supreme Court 
in N.L.R.B. ve Truive Manuiac cumame 
Co., 951 Uso. MO 50 PRR 2One ie 
as follows: where an employer claims 
financial inability to pay a demanded 
wage increase, nis Palme ten suns 
on request substantiating financial 
information may constitute a violation 
of Section 8(a)(5) depending on the 
facts of the particular case, the 
ultimate inquiry being 'whether or 
NOL Under Une CiurchnsS vances 16m ane 
particular Case, wes vaunveny 
obligation to bargain in good faith 
has sbeen meu. Under wries ithent 
principle, the obligation to furnish 
SUNS tanuilabiie ve Videncomdec sme. 
Tautomatically' noon a claim of 
imepility tO pay, nOr= as one 
employer obligated to substantiate 
the aes ib lSeenoucn iaaeuac 
employer in good faith attempts 


to substantiate it. 


Here, the “circumstances of the particular case" 


are that the Company cooperated completely by supplying 
the Union with a multitude of data on a multitude of 
eubjects and agreed to an unrestricted audit of its bee 
temouUbStantiate avs financiad statements and its claim 
of inability to pay; under prevailing authority, this 
constitutes bargaining in good faith. 

A refusal, such as here, to bare the books to 
mee UNCON so that the union may pass upon the eit icaen. moms 
management or may pass upon whether there are any "dead- 
heads" on the office payroll, is not a refusal to bargain; 


"{t Jo bargain collectively in compliance with the statute 


eerao0lish that he ais right in his busimess decision 2s ne 
miecemne Can, Or Cannot, abiord to do. Wie wits Mew eesre 


Goes not mean that an employer must produce proof to 
decide that himself. . .." (National Labor Relations | 


] 


Board v. Jacobs Manufacturing Co., 196 F.2d 680, 684 | 

(eeCir. 1952) .) | 
The Board itself has held that the mere furnishing 

of profit and loss statements, which is WSs than the | 

Cempany offered in the present case; 2s ssumiicient to meee 

mee requirements of good faith bargaining. (Albany 

Garage, Inc., 126 NLRB No. 52, 45 LRRM 1329 (1960). 

See also: ‘Tennessee Chair Co., 126 NLRB No. 160, 45 


| 
LRRM 1472 (1960).) | 
The facts of the present case are entirely 


at 


Giiterent than these involved’ in this Court's recent 
decision that failure to provide any substantiating data 
is a refusal to bargain (National Labor Relations Board 


v. Western Wirebound Box Co., 356 F.2d 88 (9 Cir. 1966), 


Meeause here, unlike in Wester Wirebound, the Company 


@mecread LO permit an unrestricted audit Of ite books, 
subject only to the requirement that the information be 
treated confidentially. Where a company offers sucn 


financial information, subject only to the requirement of 


| confidentiality, there is no refusal to bargain. (United 


Fire Proof Warehouse Co. v. National Labor Relations Board, 
peo .2d Lol, 409g (7 Cir. 1966) .) 

Finally, the full error of the Tria Heanmigern 
and the Board in concluding that the Company refused to 
bargain is emphasized by the acknowledged inability of 
eumemer GO Say precisely waereim the Comeameaavicance 
substantiate its claim of inability to pay; as the Trial 
Examiner said (and as adopted by the Board) (TXD, p. 12, 
lines 40-43): 

"I cannot with preciseness 
indicate here gis GCOS wih!) 

the accountant's report snould 
take. Elaboration or explanation 
of his conclusions should be 
permitted; on the other nand 


Bie ewOrs Meede NOU scan 


fe ey 


efficiency survey and critique." 


in other words, both the Trial Examiner and ia- 


Board have concluded that the Company violated Section 8(a) | 
(5), but neither of them are able to say how far, in their 
Seaton, the Company has *torczo nob te Se ih violation; 

Was NOt Only underscores the departure or tie Tieiean 
Examiner and the Board from the principles established by | 
prevailing authority, but also is so vague as to raise 
S-110uS Questions about the enforceability of tae Board's )) 
recommended order that the Company cease and desist from 
"refusing, upon request, to substantiate its claim of 
inability to pay any wage increase or other monetary 


benefits." (TXD, p. 15, lines 34-39.) 


V 
THE STRIKE WAS AN ECONOMIC 


OTRIKE, AND WAS NOT CAUSED 
BY ANY UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICE 
BY THE COMPANY. 
if a strike would have taken place even di a 
company had not engaged in an unfair labor practice, 
meen the strike is not an unfair labor practice strike: 


WEES v. Swinerton, 202 F.2a 511, 516 (9 Cir. 1953); 


| NLRB v. Barrett Co., 135 F.2d 959, 962 (7 Cir. 1943); 


MERB v. Stackpole Carbon Co., 105 F/@a 167, 176 (3 Cir. 
emo), cert. deny 308 U.S. 605,°60°S.€t. 142, 84 L.Ea. 506 


~ 


(1939); NLRB v. Remington Rand, Inc., 94 F.2d 862, 872 


(2%cir. 1958), cert. den. 50) U.S. 576, Se Sect. aeuG 
82 L.Ed. 1540 (1938).) | 


Here, the only evidence that the strike was an 
Mamair labor practice strikeswas Mrs. Fley)s testimony 
maa aiter the strike the union representatives exp mcd 
to the employees, ex post facto, that they had struck 
because of the Company's "stalling tactics, refusal to 
bargain, unfair labor practices and Mr. Shaw's complete 
menoring the union" (Tr. py 167, lines 10-10), "pured 
Mere assertion by &@ union that it is “strileme wie peepest 
an unfair labor practice does not make the strike an 
unfair labor practice strike, particularly where (as here) 
such a finding is based upon the single statement of a 
highly partisan witness long after the event. (NLRB v. 
Scott & Scott, 245 F.2d 926, 929-930 (9 Cir. 1957). As 
wudee Fee said or the situateom in@tne Sceeuum: oceuL cocer 
the present case is one where the theory that "unfair 
practices entered into the calling of the strike is 


obviously an afterthought when other means had failed," 


| 
| 


and the "expression of the Trial Examiner [tnat the strike 
was caused by an unfair labor practice] is inconclusive, | 
argumentative and inconsequential." (245 F.2d at 929-930.) 
| niles! nal ben | testimony on cross-examination 
SMews tnay Delore the Surive 2p Weseemcood Gontract than 


concerned the employees, not any refusal by the Company 


bas ER same ot 


to bare its books (seegp, 9; line 11 = palo, Vine ic 


above). The situation here fits perfectly into the 


following words from Winter Garden Citrus Food Coop. v. 


National Labor Relations Board, 238 F.2d 128, 129 (5 Cir. 


1956), relied upon by the Ninth Circuit in the Scott & 


Scott case: 


"Tt is apparent from... [Mrs. Riley's 
testimony] .. . that the execution of 

a contract between the employer and the 
union With=satist#ectorm wace proevwaisweds 
was the central theme which occupied the 
actention of ali concéemmed. Pracpicams, 
all of the efforts of the organizer were 
Girected towards bringing about a 
satisfactory arrangement in that vital 
Pileldjeeand 2 Number iol Woares ini Ssecoiom. 
Werembe ld Mine COnne c pilOmea atmnnC lac 
abor praccices apove OUVMinecd wed mevcr 
Been Comecidered Sy san youcma— anise such 
an importance as possibly to occasion 

a surike. There muse emer Commomceu a: 
Connechi0n DebweemmEne  Wiemr om le uice,, 
the finding that the strike was bottomed 
in part upon unfair labor practices 
entitling striking employees to 


reinstatement. 


5) (2 


"A careful reading of the 


evidence here fails to convince 
us that the Board had before it 
substantial evidence upon which 


COwbase 1 LS ower Sica 


above" was not a refusal to Darecalieu couldehete im) aig 


way be a violation of the settlement agreement. 


ay 
pf / 


Cauca conmec tion. 


WAL 
THE COMPANY DID NOT VIOLATE 


THE OCTOBER 29, 1963 


SB TTLEMENT AGREEMENT. 


The Trial Examiner says (TXD, p. 13, lines 40-43): | 
"By Respondent's conduct 
described above in preceding 
paragraphs, it has violated the 
provisions of a settlement 
agreement approved on October 29, 
1963, providing that it would 
bargain with the Union pursuant 
to the provisions of the Act." | 


Inasmuch as the Company's "conduct described 


Va 


CONCLUSION 
The Board has never rulled that an vemplloverea. 
under an obligation to "bare his books" to a union, or 
Memany Ouller Employee Trepresenvauive and , on the contrary, 
the Board has rejected the principle "as inconsistent 
with the prevailing authority” and has specifically 
repudiated all "statements of primciple ance ame mae 


respect to an employer's obligation to substantiate a 


@llaim Of inability to pay that are inconsisvenceyicm 


those set forth" in this brief. (Yakima Frozen Foods, 
130 NLRB No. 128, 47 LRRM 1472, 1473-1474, footnotes 
pmend 6 (1961) .) 

The Trial Examiner and the Board should be 
reversed, the Company's petition granted, and enforcement 
@emied . 

DATED: August 12, 1966. . 

Respectfully submitted, 


SHEPPARD, MULLIN, RICHTRR & HAMPTON 
| 


Ta ne ay 
FRANK SIMPSON | 


AiuormMevomtOr Folly tome 


CERTIPICATA OF SERVICE 


Tr, the undersigned, say that DL ameend was was 
ell times herein mentioned a citizen of the United Stage— 
and a resident of the County of Los Angeles, State of 


California, over the age of 18 years and not a party to the | 


within action; that my business address is 458 South Spring | 


purect, Los Angeles, California 90015; that one l2eAnguce 
1966 I served PETITIONER'S OPENING BRIEF dated August 12, 
1966, on the below-named counsel in said action, by : 
depositing true copies thereof, enclosed in sealed envelopes 
with postage thereon fully prepaid, in a mail-box regularly | 
maintained by the United States Government at 458 South 
Opring Street, Los Angeles, California, addressed as 
follows: 

General Counsel, National Labor Relations Board, 

2lst Region, 849 South Broadway, Los Angeles, 

California 30014 

Ptwentilon: George A. Pappy, Esdudiee 

Alfred M. Klein, Esquire, Messrs. Rose, Klein & Marias 

315 West Ninth Street, Los Angeles, California 90015 

(on behalf of International Brotherhood of Operative 

Potters, AFL-CIO) 

PlAcOu . Fagus, Hsquire 

1300 Connecticut Avenue, Washington 6, D.C. 


(on behalf of International Brotherhood of Operative 
Potters, AFL-CIO) 


ay / 
ty | 
a | 
a | | 


and three copies of tne above-named documents to: 
Marcel Mallet-Prevost, Esquire 
Assitant General Counsel 
National Labor Relations Board 
Mesgaingcon, DC. 2057/0 
i declare under Ppemeity Of perjury auaat wee 
ieorecsoing is true and correct. 
Executed on 12 August 1966 at Los Angeles, 
fara; ornia. 
\ 
eee ‘ 


Eveline Yudico 


